Ine purpose 01 the 1aw, 1n getermining such 1nient, a Court must 100K
first to the words of the statute themselves, giving to the language its
usual, ordinary impornt and according significance, if possible, to
every word, phrase and sentence in pursuance of the legislative
purposc. A construction making some words surplusage is to be
avoided. The words of the statute must be construed in context,
keeping in mind the statutory purpose, and statutes or statutory
sections relating to the same subject must be harmonized, both
internally and with each other, to the extent possiblc. [Citations.]”

The critical date of the subdivision (f)(2) limitation is January 1, 1988.
The “city’s reduction . . . of the tax rate or tax base” must occur after January
1, 1988, for the limitation to apply. If the city’s reduction takes place before
January 1, 1988, no decrease in the property tax allocation will be required.

It may be argued that {or purposes of the phrase “the city’s reduction after
January I, 1988, of the tax rate or tax base,” the enactment of a tax ordinance
containing its own sunset clause crcates the “reduction” at the time of the
ordinance enactment, especially in light of the apparent legislative purpose of
the limitation. With respect to a tax ordinance with a sunset clause enacted in
1985, for example, it cannot be said that the choice to eliminate the city tax
was due to the Legislature’s change in the property tax allocation formula in
1988. The city cannot be characterized as making its choice to reduce
municipal taxes at the "expense” of the county government; the city council
voted to reduce (climinale) the tax without expecting any property tax shift
from the county. '

On the other hand, it may be argued that the actual reduction of a tax by
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the enactment of a tax ordinance with a sunset clause does not occur until the
sunset clause becomes operative. A tax that is repealed on July 1, 1990, for
cxample, under a sunsct clause will cause elimination of the tax base and tax
rate on the specitied date and not before. The tax “reduction” is caused not
only by cnactment of the sunset clause, but by the failure to repeal the sunset
provision prior to its opcrative date.

While both arguments have merit, we believe that a *‘city’s reduction . . .
of the tax rate or tax base” by enacting a tax ordinance with a sunset clause
dees not occur for purposes of section 97.35 until the sunset clause becomes
operative. Under the utility uscrs tax ordinance in question, the tax rate and
tax base will be reduced on July 1, 1990; no reduction will occur before that
~ date. The critical factor is that the city retains the power to change its decision

at any time prior to the operative date of the sunsct clause. The reduction will
not occur if the sunsct clause is repealed. A county should not be expected to
lose its allocation under the new formula te a city that refuscs to act. The term
-“reduction” in subdivision ()(2) of section 97.35 may reasonably be construcd
here to include legislative action (cnactment of a sunset clause) together with
legislative inaction (failure to repcal the clause) without doing violence to the
statutory scheme as a whole.

In answer to the question presented, therefore, we conclude that the
termination of an existing city tax in 1990 as a result of a sunset clause enacted
in 1985 will require a reduction in the amount of property taxes allocated to a
city under the provisions of section 97.33, subdivision (f)(2).




